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I contacted Fjlcen to discuss the following topics: 
a). 

b). 
c). 

review the "Habitat-based Approach' for quantifying contaminant conmuations and 
determining exposure 
receptors being considefed to quantify radiation do& 
Eileen's understanding of the responsibilities of FEMP OUs 1-4 concerning m n 3 k  
assessments. 

The habitat-based approach being used in the OU 5 screening study remains consistent wiih ~e 
approach discussed at the 02/17/93 meeting held at b e  F E W .  As per this mccting, the OU 5 
ecological risk assessment would examhe those of the FEMP not targeted for remediation; 
e.g. on-site ~veas outside of OUs 1-4 as well as contaminated off property areas. &lmn 
recommended that the rationale used to establish these OU 5 habitai-based study arm be 
summarized in the screening study document. 
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We then discussed some of the rationale used in selecting ecorecepton to quantify radiation 
dose. Receptors discussed were the white-fcmtcd mouse, meadow vole, pine trees, and a yet-to- 
be-designated fish species. E i l m  indicated that the approach scemed reasonable and again 
recommended that the rationale us4d to select these species be s u m m d  in the screening study 
document. We also discussed the soil-earthworm-robin pathway; I indicakg! that sik-specific 
radionuclidelearthworm data were extremely Limited, makjng assessment of this pathway 
difficult. She asked me to reconsider this pathway to determine if a m t l h d  might exist for 
deriving appropriate information from the literature. I agreed Lo reexamine available 
i nforma lion. 

The last topic discussed during this conversttion concerned m . o c k r  OUa were 
apparently taking with regard'to OU-specific ecological~sk a s m t s .  I indicated that I 
hadn't f h n a l l y  discussed this issue with anyone responsible for preparing this podon of the 
OU-specific W/FS documents, but understood that at least some of the 0th were deferring 
evaluation/discusdon of ecological risk to OU S. A i  per our meeting of 02/17/93, OU 5 was 
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not assessing ecological risk associated with the olher OUs because the c u m t  p r o p o d  
rmedjal shtegies for these OUs included some combination of contaminant removal and 
capping of contaminated siw. 'RIM action3 would rcducdeliminate exposure to m l a m i n a n b .  
Based on her understanding of these p'oposcd remedial sh leg ies ,  Eileen indicated to Jim Saric 
P A  Region V Site Manager) that ecological risk assessments for those areas of OUs 1-4 
largetcd for rcrncdiation were not necessary. Therefore, any statemenu in N/FS documents 
being prepared for OUs 1-4 which indicate that assessments of OU-specific ecological risk were 
being addressed in the OU 5 W/FS conw to these discussions. She indicated that the final 
decision regarding this matter w a  Jim Saric's and recommended that individuals responsible for 
preparing these documents c h f y  th is  issue wilh J im.  
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